Abstract: This paper discusses forms of epistemic marking that instantiate multiple perspective constructions (see Evans 2005) . Such forms express the speaker's and the addressee's simultaneous epistemic perspectives from the point of view of the speaker, crucially relying on the assumptions of the speaker with regard to the addressee's knowledge. The analysis of forms considers established semanto-pragmatic concepts, such as semantic scope, mitigation strategies and communicative intention (as marked by sentence-type) in the exploration of forms. In addition, the notion of knowledge asymmetry is discussed alongside the concepts of epistemic status and stance as tools for a semantic analysis of investigated forms.
Introduction
Human socio-cognitive abilities allow for a developed alignment of individual attentions and can be observed in our acute sensibility to what others think and believe; we keep track of (what we think) others know and their attitude towards certain events in shaping and maintaining strategies for everyday social interaction. From a communicative stand point, there is a basic need to identify interactive positions with respect to the "common ground" something that has long been realized in pragmatics and language psychology (Clark 1996, inter alia) . Linguistically, the common ground is part of the back-drop against which we make contextually sensitive, in-the-moment decisions about what information to present and how to present it. More narrowly, presupposition, definite reference and speech-acts are well-explored areas of research that share a preoccupation with how assumptions about the minds of others influence the way an utterance is packaged (cf. Levinson 1983; Searle 1969) .
Beyond these areas, limited attention has been paid to how assumptions about the cognitive and mental states of others can be signaled by various grammatical resources and structures. The dominant strategy for investigating the properties of indexicals like person markers and markers of tense and mood has been to start from the point of view of a speaker-subject with limited regard for how an addressee (or a third party) may affect the speaker's subjective stance. In recent years, however, various descriptions explore the role of the addressee in analyzing evidentials and related epistemic marking strategies (e.g. Landaburu 2007; San Roque 2008; Haddad 2013) . The possibility has also been raised that morphemes and constructions can encode multiple perspectives, allowing two co-existing perspectives to be related to each other and the narrated situation in different ways (multiple perspective constructions, see Evans 2005 ; section 2, below).
The present volume constitutes a further exploration of how multiple perspectives are expressed in various forms of epistemic marking based on data from a small but diverse set of languages. Although the discussed forms have different origins and distributions in the languages where they occur, many of them share a function of modifying the communicative intentions of the speaker by specifying knowledge (a)symmetries between the speech participants.
Below, we introduce different grammatical resources for situating information with regard to the sometimes differing epistemic perspectives of the speech participants. We use the word 'perspective' in a fairly theory-neutral way to talk about a subjectively anchored relation to the propositional content of a clause or utterance; for example, a linguistic structure that expresses the speaker's point of view of an event or situation is said to encode the speaker's perspective under this use of the term. The use of the term 'epistemic' includes well-known categories, such as 'epistemic modality' and 'evidentiality' (the marking of information source), but also includes markers of broader knowledge-related domains such as 'newness'/'unexpectedness' (i.e. 'mirativity'), and less wellknown phenomena such as 'engagement marking' (Landaburu 2007) and 'complex epistemic perspective' (Bergqvist forthcoming). We use the term 'marking' to denote structures that carry more functional than lexical load (e.g., inflections, clitics, auxiliaries, and particles) and that are more or less paradigmatic, with (at least) clausal scope. 1 Scope is used in the ensuing discussion to connect the function-meaning of forms to their grammatical status. Semantically, scope may be defined following Boye (2012: 183) as "meaning As part of the exploration of perspective in epistemic marking, we briefly discuss the notions of 'viewpoint' and 'stance' in order to relate these to the notion of multiple perspective (see section 2.1, below). A frequent use of viewpoint is in analyses of grammatical and lexical aspect; more specifically how the imperfective and perfective contrast signals differences in point of view from the speaker's perspective (cf. Smith 1991; Caudal & Roussaire 2005) . Aspectual viewpoints in texts have also been described by Hopper (1979) and Fleischman (1991) as part of narrative strategies. Dancygier & Sweetser (2012) take a "Mental Spaces" approach (Fauconnier 1985) to analyzing constructions that signal viewpoint as constituting part of the indexical configuration of the ground (i.e. the speaker's center of experience). They recognize the width of available linguistic devices for signaling viewpoint and the fundamental role that viewpoint plays in human affairs even outside of language. Two crucial observations bridge viewpoint to the notion of multiple perspective; firstly, that human language allows for embedding of viewpoints since the presence of another human imposes a second viewpoint on a human subject's primary point of view. Secondly, the authors recognize the role of the hearer in structuring the speaker's viewpoint, stating that it may be appropriate to define the concept of viewpoint from the simultaneous perspectives of the speech participants, rather than the speaker's isolated point of view (Dancygier & Sweetser 2012: 12) .
While the notion of viewpoint is connected to work on aspect and tense, the term 'stance' is found more often in investigations of modality (e.g. Kockelman 2004 ) and evidentiality (Mushin 2001) . A marker of stance is an expression of 'subjectivity' a notion that in of itself is both problematic and important for perspective-taking in grammar (e.g. Benveniste 1971 Benveniste [1966 Lyons 1977; Traugott 1989; Traugott & Dasher 2002) . Combining observations by Jakobson (1990 Jakobson ( [1957 ) and Goffman (1981) , Kockelman (2004) discusses modal markers in Q'eqchi' Maya as an expression of the speaker's level of commitment to the reality of some event. Kockelman goes on to describe this expression of commitment as a "first-order" stance, but notes that speakers may also convey a "metastance", that is, display a position concerning (their own or another's) first order stance. The embedding of one subjective stance within another parallels the one mentioned above for viewpoint and leads us to a more detailed formulation of to which the meaning at hand applies", i.e. the clausal elements that a given marker modifies (see section 3 for a full discussion of the role of scope in the present study).
perspective and how multiple points of view may be accommodated in one and the same expression.
Multiple perspective
Conceptually, second-order stances and embedded viewpoints are directly comparable to certain kinds of multiple perspective constructions as defined by Evans (2005) : that is, grammatical constructions that "encode potentially distinct values, on a single semantic dimension, that reflect two or more distinct perspectives or points of reference" (Evans 2005: 99) . According to Evans, multiple perspective constructions are found on different levels of grammar and include (at least) three logically possible kinds of perspective: double, metaand complex perspective.
A double perspective is calculated "directly" with regard to some object of reference. A prototypical example of double perspective is found in demonstrative systems where both the speaker's and the addressee's positions in relation to a figure are salient parameters. In Japanese, there is a well-known contrast between kore ('this one') and sore ('that one') in terms of primary orientation towards the speaker (kore) or the addressee (sore; Hinds 1973: 1). The form, are ('that one there') signals a removal from both the speaker and the addressee. Evans suggests that double perspective constructions are most likely limited to "transparent dimensions of experience" such as space and time, as these do not require calculations regarding the attention and psychological state of others (a feature of meta and complex perspective constructions, see below). That is, the stated perspectival values are to a large extent objectively verifiable. This being said, we note that demonstratives can do much more than indicate observable spatial relations, and these functions may indeed involve psychological and attentional parameters (see, e.g., Burenhult 2003 , Enfield 2003 , Himmelmann 1996 .
Meta-and complex perspective constructions feature the notional embedding of one perspective inside another. In meta-perspective constructions the perspective of one person is considered from the perspective of another. This can be exemplified by a reported evidential construction that is conceptually comparable to a (periphrastic) English example such as, He said that Matilda lit the match. That is, the speaker asserts a report of another's assertion, but does not directly state an assertion regarding the second assertion, i.e. Matilda's action.
Complex perspective goes one step further in that it features both embedding and an assertion of two perspectives from the speaker's point of view, as in Obviously, Matilda lit the match. In the context of the present paper, a metaperspective is contrasted to a complex perspective with respect to the presence of 'commitment' in a form. A meta-perspective does not require the speaker's commitment regarding the perspective of the other although it may be implied, usually in terms of an opposing commitment as in, They say he's innocent [implicature: I think he is guilty], or alternatively, by a weaker commitment to the proposition of the utterance. A complex perspective features an embedded perspective of another in which the commitment of the speaker is entailed. This perspective is signaled by forms such as obviously and of course, which feature the commitment of the speaker and the assumption that this is a commitment shared by the addressee (see Simon-Vandenbergen & Aijmer 2007) .
In epistemic marking, multiple perspective is exclusively used to refer to variants of meta-and complex perspective, given the necessary embedding of perspectives. In meta-perspective, the 'invisible' knowledge state of one person (the non-speaker) is presented as ostensibly inferred from the point of view of another (the speaker). In complex perspective, this relationship also holds, but with the added feature of the speaker asserting their own view with respect to the proposition, as well as the addressee's view of the proposition. Multiple perspective in epistemic marking partially overlaps with the notions of viewpoint and stance, but with an increased focus on the different ways in which perspectives and viewpoints may be expressed, and what subsystems of language facilitate such expressions.
Examples of multiple perspective in epistemic marking
Expressions of multiple perspective in epistemic marking is found in different kinds of linguistic structures. The first examples that we discuss here are modal particles and sentence-type-like markers, items with wide scope that appear to function as modifiers of the speech-act, that is, at the illocutionary level or above. While a multiple perspective analysis may not be appropriate for all instances of such forms, it is argued that this concept is relevant in some languages, and that the primary function of these is to position the epistemic perspectives of the speech participants from the point of view of the speaker. Other types of markers have a seemingly more narrow scope, e.g. inflectional forms that may be grouped with evidentials and signal whether an event was witnessed by the speaker only, or collectively (i.e. by the speaker and the addressee). To close the section, we discuss some further issues concerning the semantics of epistemic markers in relation to addressee-oriented epistemic values as opposed to those that relate to a third party, or forms that are unspecified in this regard. Only instances of complex perspective are exemplified in this section, as these are the most relevant when investigating different kinds of epistemic marking (cf. Evans 2005: 106) .
Perhaps the most well-known and well-studied grammatical resource that is relevant to investigating epistemic aspects of multiple perspective are modal particles (see e.g. Jacobs 1991; König et al. 1990; Waltereit 2001) . Modal particles have mainly been described for Germanic languages with comparable research on Japanese and, to a lesser degree, Mandarin (cf. Abraham & Leiss 2012). Although not all modal particles in Germanic languages may be analyzed as signaling speaker-assumptions regarding the perspective of the addressee, several of them do just that. According to Abraham & Leiss (2012) modal particles allow the speaker to express "an estimate about the knowledge awareness of the [a]ddressee while letting the [a]ddressee know about this estimate […]" (Abraham & Leiss 2012: 7). For a modal particle like the German ja, addressee-knowledge is an encoded feature of the form alongside with the speaker's certainty, something that has prompted researchers to view modal particles as markers of "twofold deixis" that accommodate the deictic center of the addressee as part of the referential ground (Abraham & Leiss 2012: 8) . Comparable analyses apply to the cognate ju in Swedish (Lindström 2008) and jo in Norwegian (Andvik 1992 Example (1) exemplifies how ju is used to signal general knowledge, i.e. information that is locally accepted by many, including the speaker and the addressee. Modal particles are a specific kind of discourse particle that is used to manage and organize discourse from the narrator/speaker's perspective. They are non-obligatory, but frequent in spoken discourse and fall somewhere between the creative use of lexical resources to signal speaker-stance (e.g. of course/as you know) and more systematic morpho-syntactic means that serve the same function (compare to the examples from Kogi, below). Related to research on modal particles is a recent study of the cross-linguistic properties of sentence final particles used to form polar interrogatives. Enfield et al. (2013) investigates sentence final particles (SFPs) in Dutch, Lao, and Tzeltal and propose an analysis of the semantics of these in terms of an "epistemic gradient" that positions the epistemic positions of the speaker and the addressee in an attempt to define the existing knowledge asymmetries found in a given particle. In the use of different forms, the epistemic gradient is "tilted" to signal the speaker's knowledge and the speaker's assumptions regarding the addressee's knowledge of the (incomplete) propositional content, or topic, of the polar question.
As in the case of modal particles, there is room for more than knowledge related assumptions regarding "who-knows-what". Attitudinal meaning, in terms of "level of expectation regarding a positive reply", as well as evidential components are also found in some of the investigated particles. Enfield et al. (2013) regard SPFs as formally akin to "statement interrogatives", thus closing the gap between SPFs and modal particles, which mainly occur in declarative contexts.
Sentence-type phenomena are relevant to the present investigation for at least two reasons. Firstly, it has been frequently observed that the formal marking of a sentence-type associated with a certain speech-act is used to signal a communicative intention that belongs to a contrasting speech-act, resulting in so called "indirect speech-acts", a concept that has been severely criticized (e.g. Levinson 1979 ). Declaratives that signal prototypical statements can be used as questions/requests and vice versa (cf. Stivers 2010, who observes that "declarative questions" make up a majority of polar questions in American English). Heritage (2012) explores such discrepancies between sentence-type, by form, and the communicative intentions of the speaker (see Heritage 2012 Heritage , 2013 Heritage & Raymond 2005) . He introduces two concepts in an effort to explain these, namely "epistemic status" and "epistemic stance". Epistemic status draws on the notion of A and B-events (Labov & Fanshel 1977) , where the former are within the domain of the speaker and the latter targets events that pertain to the addressee. Typical B-events include opinions and beliefs that are held by the addressee but also include instances of professional expertise as illustrated by doctor-patient interactions in which the doctor is entitled to make unqualified statements about the bodily state of the patient despite the private nature of bodily sensations (see also Kamio 1997, who notes the ungrammaticality of Japanese statements that target the addressee's "territory of information", unless these are marked by appropriate sentence final particles, which serve to distance the speaker and weaken the force of such statements).
The speaker's epistemic stance, as signaled by the choice of sentence-type can be congruent or incongruent with his/her epistemic status depending on adherence to inter-personal considerations such as level of intimacy and power relations between the speech participants. The correlation between epistemic status and stance and the role of sentence-type in signaling a certain epistemic stance, suggests a function of declaratives and interrogatives as signals of the speech participant's asymmetric knowledge along with what is considered private or public.
Secondly, particles and morphemes used to signal (polar) questions often belong to paradigms that house markers of modality and evidentiality, something that puts into question the special status of sentence-type markers in such languages, by form. While it is clear that there is such a thing as communicative intentions and that these can be linked to certain clause-level structures, it is not always clear how sentence-type markers may be separated from epistemic markers of the kind discussed here. It would be problematic to analyze epistemic marking as signaling a certain sentence-type/speech-act, by default, but there is reason to recognize a certain amount of overlap between the two phenomena.
This situation can be exemplified with data from the Arwako-Chibchan language Ika, where there is a set of three sentence-type markers, -in, -e, and -o that also serve a function as epistemic markers by their capacity to signal "epistemic authority" (Bergqvist 2012: 159) . From a sentence-type perspective, -in may be regarded as 'declarative' and -o as 'interrogative' with -e as an inter-mediate form that has features of both, a feature that motivates a comparison to the already mentioned "statement interrogatives" from Enfield et al.'s (2013) investigation of SFPs (see above).
As a marker of epistemic authority, -in encodes the speaker's authority, a feature that fits well with the default function of declaratives to provide the addressee with new information. The interrogative -o encodes the addressee's authority, mapping onto the function of an interrogative marker, whereas -e signals a common ground between the speaker and the addressee and may be analyzed as a form that encodes a shared authority between the speaker and the addressee. The examples below illustrate these semantic contrasts:
(2a) kəm-ən núk-w-in sleep-PARTC be-EGO-SA 'I am asleep.' (2b) kəm-ən nə ¼ nu'-k-w-e sleep-PARTC SG-be-DIST-EGO-S/AA 'You are asleep (you look like you are)?' [Bergqvist 2012: 171] The examples in (2) are utterances that concern actions, which involve the speaker and the addressee, respectively, as indicated by subject person and egophoric marking. They may both be regarded as declarative despite the presence of a question mark in (2b); the interrogative connotation disappears when the second person subject is changed to first person as in (3). 2 The difference between examples (2b) and (3) in terms of synthetic vs. auxiliary construction is inconsequential for the proposed analysis of -e as a marker of sentence-type/epistemic authority. The auxiliary nuk is a marker of durative aspect.
(3) kəmə-k-w-e sleep-DIST-EGO-S/AA 'I slept (you remember).' [ELI_090823]
If the speaker-asymmetric marker -in is used to mark an utterance with a second person subject, the result resembles a hortative construction in which the speaker commands the addressee (or a third party) to perform an action:
(4) kəm-ən nə ¼ nug-Ø-in sleep-PARTC SG-be-NON.EGO-SA 'You (will) sleep!' [Bergqvist 2012: 171] A proper interrogative function is found in -o, which as a marker of epistemic authority targets the knowledge/experience of the addressee. The example in (5) may be uttered by the speaker when addressing the state of a third person who is expected to be in the focus of the addressee's attention, such as a child, lying in bed in an adjacent room. The distribution of -in, -e, and -o correlates with the egophoric marker -w, which signals the involvement of one of the speech participants and produces a system that partly draws on sentence-type distinctions, but which, at the same time, cannot be accurately accounted for using the notion of sentence-type alone given the effects arising from changes to e.g. subject person (cf. Bergqvist 2012 for details). The closely related language Kogi (Arwako-Chibchan; Bergqvist 2011, forthcoming) has developed an even richer set of markers to signal the speaker's and the addressee's simultaneous perspectives. The form ni-is used in statements that the speaker presents as shared knowledge, while na-marks knowledge that is exclusive to the speaker.
(6a) kwisa-té ni-nuk-kú dance-IMPF SPKR.SYM-be.LOC-SG 'I'm dancing (evidently).'
[BUN_090824]
(6b) kwisa-té na-nuk-kú dance-IMPF SPKR.ASYM-be.LOC-SG 'I was dancing (not in the moment).'
[JM_130613]
By contrast, shi-is used in utterances where both speaker and addressee are judged to have access to the proposition (7a), from the point of view of the The prefixes of Kogi epistemic marking are summarized in Table 1 to allow for a clearer view of the correspondence between speaker/addressee perspective and the notion of (a)symmetry.
Meaning contrasts that relate to sentence-type distinctions are relevant to the analysis of the Kogi system, albeit differently from markers of epistemic authority in Ika. Bergqvist (forthcoming) argues that the use of 'addressee-perspective' instead of 'interrogative' to label the shi-/sha-forms is motivated by the distribution of these forms in narratives, which do not conform to expectation with respect to the function of interrogatives to encourage a reply from an interlocutor. In addition, the interrogative suffix, -e, 3 may not combine with the epistemic prefixes, suggesting that all five epistemic prefixes in Kogi, in fact occur in declarative contexts (Bergqvist forthcoming). Some evidential systems also harbor semantics that relate to knowledge asymmetries between the speech-participants in referring to events. Jaqaru (Aymaran, Peru; Hardman 1986 Hardman , 2000 has markers that signal evidential contrasts (e.g. direct perception), but also forms like -ishi, which mark facts that are "directly within the personal knowledge of speaker and hearer", partly contrasting with other markers such as -sk''a that "mock[s] another's assertion of person knowledge with contrary personal knowledge of one's own" (Hardman 1986: 122) . 
Speaker-perspective
Addressee-perspective
The Amazonian language Southern Nambikwara (Nambikwaran, Brazil; Kroeker 2001; Lowe 1999) displays a "verificational" contrast between "individual" and "collective" observation (Kroeker 2001: 24pp) . In Southern Nambikwara, markers expressing these notions are separate from tense and evidential morphemes and occupy a slot in the inflectional morphology: Yet another kind of system is found in Angal (Wola, Papua New Guinea; Sillitoe 2010), where tense forms with evidential connotations additionally specify the knowledge configuration of the speaker and the addressee with reference to past events/times: "These are the tenses people use to talk definitively about what they and others know" (Sillitoe 2010: 17) . Meaning contrasts relating to speakeraddressee knowledge are: 1) witnessed by both speaker and hearer; 2) witnessed by either the speaker or hearer; 3) not witnessed by the hearer (but heard of previously); 4) not witnessed by the speaker; 5) not witnessed by the speaker nor the hearer (18). These witness-configurations give interesting results, such as talking of events "that they [i.e. the speaker and the addressee] or the listener understand they participated in but cannot remember doing so." (Sillitoe 2010: 19) . Such a case is exemplified in example (9) below:
(9) ibiy ba-biysaenda DUAL do-REC.PST.hearer(s)_did_not_witness 'You both did, recently [although you cannot recall it].' [Sillitoe 2010: 18-19 
(my glossing)]
The examples discussed above specify the perspective(s) of the speaker and/or the addressee, which appear to be the focus of epistemic multiple perspective expressions, cross-linguistically. However, there are also examples of multiple perspective epistemics where the viewpoint of the speaker is expressed in combination with a third person or even an unspecified party. Nick Evans (2005) provides an example of this from the language Dalabon (Gunwinyguan, Australia), which has a form, molkkûn(h) that signals an event as being "unknown to some unspecified person who one would expect to know", e.g. the speaker at some prior moment:
(10) Deh-molkkunh-bo-ng dabangh nahda, diff.sides.Assert-unknown-go-PST.PERF yesterday here mak yila-bengkey.
NEG PL-know.IRR 'You two came here yesterday, without letting us know, we didn't know it.' [Evans 2005: 95] According to Evans, molkkûn(h) encodes the speaker's assertion about some state of affairs while also asserting that someone else does not know about the same state of affairs. The identity of that other person is not indicated by molkkûn(h) but must be retrieved from the context.
Issues of analysis
Two analytical issues stand out as especially important in the exploration of perspective in epistemic marking, namely the scope properties of forms and their semantic status in terms of membership to some domain of meaning. Scope is primarily an indicator of grammatical status, but with obvious semantic correlates (cf. Boye 2012; section 1, above). Several of the discussed forms, especially the modal particles and the sentence-type-like markers (e.g. the SFPs; see section 2.2, above), possess a clear function as modifiers of the speech-act and serve to mitigate the speaker's communicative intentions to make them less intrusive to the addressee (see Holmes 1984; Jacobs 1991; Waltereit 2001) . Following the cross-linguistically attested form-function correspondence tendencies found with grammatical operators of tense, aspect, mood, evidentiality, and illocutionary force (e.g. Van Valin & La Polla 1997) , there is a candidate slot for speech-act modifiers at the edge of the clause, a position that is iconic to the wide scope properties of such markers. Essentially, a form with wide scope interacts very weakly with the propositional content of a clause and remains unaffected by changes to other categorical markers that have a more narrow scope. An increasing number of descriptions attempt to define the scope properties of evidentials in separate languages arguing that some languages have "illocutionary" evidentials that display wide scope properties, whereas other evidentials have a narrower scope and operate on the propositional level (see Faller 2002; Murray 2010 ; but see Boye 2012 , for an opposing view). Kockelman (2004) discusses the classification of complement taking predicates in Q'eqchi' (e.g. predicates of perception, cognition, and psychological states) and proposes a classification according to scope properties in terms of how well the "commitment event" (instantiated by the complement taking predicate, e. g. say, want, think) maps onto the narrated event (instantiated by the complement). A wider scope, i.e. one that is relatively unaffected by other grammatical features/functions and has little influence on the propositional content of an utterance, is reflected by a looser connection between the complement taking predicate and the complement (e.g. I saw that you took the bike to work) where both parts of the clause are finite, featuring different subjects. A more narrow scope is found with complement taking predicates that are grammatically tighter with the complement (e.g. I want to take the bike to work ; Kockelman 2004: 141) where the complement is non-finite and obligatorily has the same subject person as the complement taking predicate. Although complement taking predicates with evidential meaning may not, by default, be equated with evidentials in languages that feature categorical evidentiality, it is possible to apply a similar analysis to such forms (see Hengeveld & Dall'Aglio Hattnher submitted) .
The meaning components of forms harboring multiple perspective semantics are not easy to pinpoint. Interactional aspects of meaning may be difficult to separate from other notions, such as time, which may also co-exist in forms. In addition to expressing the (epistemic) perspective of the speech participants, the speaker's attitude and beliefs may also play an independent role in the adoption of a certain perspective. Despite these difficulties, the notion of 'knowledge asymmetry' appears to have special significance for analyzing the "core" meaning of several of the forms discussed above. This is because 'shared knowledge' (i.e. knowledge symmetry) appears to be a key feature to many forms; the exclusive point of view of the speaker in an epistemic sense (knowledge asymmetry) requires no explanation unless it is contrasted with a form that includes a second point of view. Ad hoc, one would expect that the "exclusive" form is the baseline from which other symmetry-configurations are calculated. This scenario is analogous to how sentence-type is marked by means of sentence final particles where declaratives often are zero and any alteration to the declarative sentence-type is explicitly signaled by the addition of e.g. an interrogative particle. Aside from asymmetries between the knowledge of the speaker and the addressee, there may also be differences in which perspective receives emphasis, the speaker's or the addressee's. In the comparison of modal particles to sentence final particles (SFPs; see section 2.2, above), this perspectival emphasis becomes relevant given the focus on the speaker's perspective in modal particles, which by and large occur in declarative contexts, and the corresponding SPFs that emphasizes the addressee's perspective in interrogative contexts. In Kogi, both knowledge (a)symmetries and perspectival focus must be considered in the analysis of forms (see section 2.2, above).
At this preliminary stage of investigation, it not clear what effect the grammatical status of forms have on their semantics. Generally, inflectional status means that the context plays a lesser role than with a non-obligatory particle at the edge of the clause, the use of which depends more on contextual specifics. It is quite probable that some forms that are analyzed as encoding the addressee's perspective are more ad hoc in qualifying information as "generally available" and by implicature signal availability to the addressee as well. In such expressions, it is not clear if the signaled knowledge asymmetries should be regarded as a property of the indexical ground (i.e. the speaker-addressee configuration) or if they are a feature of the figure-ground relationship (i.e. focusing on the quality of the event) and in this sense correspond more to tense-aspect markers than to speech-act modifiers (see above). The semantic richness of a form may also be different with less semantic complexity in inflectional forms, e.g. reducible to an individual/collective contrast, and a richer set of meaning components in forms such as the Jaqaru data source suffix, -sk''a, that "mock[s] another's assertion of personal knowledge with contrary personal knowledge of one's own" (Hardman 1986 : 122; see section 2.2, above). However, depending on the grammatical status of the forms in Angal, as discussed in section 2.2, this need not be the case.
From a methodological stand point, it is important to investigate the effect that utterances featuring multiple perspective forms have on interactive exchanges and how the speech participants position themselves in the ongoing discourse. In many cases, there is a clear patterning of responses against the use of certain forms, something that has been noted by conversation analysts in investigating the form-function correspondence between sentence-type and communicative intentions (e.g. Heritage 2012 , see section 4, below). Other considerations in the investigation of forms are ones that apply to any part of grammar that specifically evokes an ego, i.e. expressions that are indexical and/or evaluative, such as deictics and attitudinal markers. These "shifters" (Jespersen 1922) serve to position and situate the ego-centric perspective of the speaker-subject and may sometimes also accommodate the perspective of another to produce a secondary point of reference that coexists with the speaker's own. This embedded perspective is subordinate to the speaker's primary perspective with differences in meaning status e.g. along an implicature-entailment continuum.
Conclusion
The notion of multiple perspective in an epistemic sense, evokes the intersubjective underpinnings of language and must be approached from an interactional point of view. In many respects, the properties of the forms exemplified and discussed above are identical to definitions of devices for stance-taking. These feature the speaker's personal belief/attitude/evaluation of public acts that are also subject to the evaluation of others. Additionally, there are relational and interactional components, where the adoption of a stance has consequences for the speaker who adopts it (see Engelbretson 2007: 14) .
In the ongoing exploration of forms like the ones discussed above, it is useful to keep a contrast between (moment-to-moment) epistemic stance and (conventionalized) epistemic status (Heritage 2012) in mind given the diverse nature of forms that appear to encode (or imply) assumptions concerning (a) symmetrical access to knowledge. While such (a)symmetries are mostly centered around the speaker-addressee origo, they may also involve unspecified third parties, which may or may not include the addressee. It is possible that the distinction between the notions of epistemic status and stance is connected to differences in grammatical form and whether a form is analyzed as inflectional or particle-like. We expect grammaticalized resources in language to be semantically "distilled" compared to lexical means that attend to a corresponding semantic domain. In the case of epistemic perspective, an important concern is to explore what aspects of belief, knowledge, expectation, opinion, and attitude are subject to semantic "reduction" in this sense.
From the discussion so far, a focus on the notion of 'knowledge asymmetry' appears motivated although this concept is subject to subtle modifications as signaled by related notions such as 'epistemic authority', and the idea of "epistemic gradient" as discussed by Enfield et al. (2013; see section 2.2, above) . From an interactional point of view, it appears impossible to reduce the occurrence of the discussed forms to keeping track of what others know; the discussed forms equally have to do with the speaker's communicative goals and intentions, which is why the notion of speech-act modification has some relevance in the discussion of underlying functional motivations of forms.
It is our hope that this collection of papers may stimulate thinking about these and related issues and help to strengthen and diversify the cross-linguistic understanding of epistemic perspective(s) by mapping out important properties and features in the comparison of data from diverse languages. 
